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FORUM

14 October 1985
A Forum was held following the UMM assembly meeting on October 14, 1985,
to discuss a report from the New Directions Task Force.
Ahern opened the forum with a brief review of how the task force had come
into existence. He explained that the document received by the assembly
consisted of two parts, 1) an overview of the work of the task force, and
2) a preliminary version of a new definition of general education at UMM.
He explained that this new definition, if adopted, would lead to
significant changes in UMM's general education requirements, and some
modifications in the relationship between general education and the major.
Ahern went on to indicate that there would be three more open meetings to
discuss the document:
Monday, October 21, at 4 p.m. in the Behmler Hall Conference Room.
Meeting of the task force held in conjunction with the Campus
Resources & Planning Committee.
Tuesday, October 22, at 3 p.m. in the People Room, Food Service
Building. Meeting of the task force in conjunction with the
Curriculum Committee.
Time and place to be announced later. Meeting of the task force with
MCSA.

Ahern explained that the task force must report to the chancellor by
November 1, the campus must respond to Keller's Focus document by January
10 at the regents' meeting, and Keller will respond to the UMM response at
the February regents' meeting.
Ahern said the following line was missing at the top of page two prior to
"be our peers;"
"a survey of analogous programs at colleges which we consider to ••• "
Klinger said he agreed strongly with the goals listed, but felt there were
some central areas missing, i.e., acquiring self knowledge and skill in
human relationships. The document seems to deal with cognitive skills,
but omits the area of how one perceives oneself. He suggested the task
force consider adding these areas of knowledge.
Uehling questioned the following parts of the document:
II,B,4 - Questioned the use of the word "argument."
II,B,5 - Questioned the word "validity." If the assumption is valid
or invalid, then there's not much to analyze.
II,B,6 - Doesn't know what is meant; not sure what kind of course or
activity would assist in this.
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Uehling felt the above areas could be improved by cleaning up the language
involved. He said the following item disturbed him more:
II,B,3 - What comes after "feelings" is what bothers him. Values,
moral, and ethical positions are an expression of feelings.
Committee is on soft ground here instead of logical or sound ground.
Gooch replied that Uehling had hit on a number of things that had been
discussed at meetings of the task force - the problem of agreement on the
words to use.
Paulson wondered if "argument" meant "issues." Ahern said that II,B,4,
and 6, were really tied together. He said it would help the committee to
get more clarification from Uehling on his objections.
St. Clair indicated her concern about the timetable. She was worried
about the important questions facing the Curriculum Committee and being
able to accomplish the task in the time allotted. Ahern replied that this
was a concern of the task force as well, but that there were pressures to
follow the timetable. He reiterated that a report must go to the
chancellor by November 1. Then the response must have formal approval and
acceptance by the Curriculum Committee and the Campus Resources & Planning
Committee. There must be some agreement on goals and a process to
accomplish them. He said there was also pressure to complete the task in
time for inclusion in the Bulletin.
Henjum said he was reinforced by the comments the committee was receiving.
People seemed to be saying that the general structure of the document made
sense. He felt the suggestions would be helpful.
Elifoglu was concerned with the dates of the upcoming meetings. Ahern
pointed out that these meetings were being held for discussion only and
not formal reaction. The report, after November 1, will go to the policy
making committees.
Purdy said that perhaps what was meant by "arguments" in II,B,4, was
"points of view." He suggested eliminating the word "all." He also
suggested shortening II,B,3, to "express feelings" and then including the
rest of it with III,B,l. He comented that the document seemed to have
been written by puritans. It was very utilitarian - everything to an end.
Lammers indicated that the task force would look forward to receiving
Purdy's written suggestions.
Ahern pointed out that the committee had been very leery of any definition
which left out visual or artistic expression.
Peterson also commented on the style of the document and said he would
like further spelling out of the things listed, perhaps a brief paragraph
under each item.
Hart agreed with Purdy and Klinger on the pragmatic orientation of the
document. He cited one objective missing as that of acquiring some self
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knowledge; self expression is important. There must be concern for the
method of learning, not merely the tools of learning. He said the
categories were overlapping in large ways and that the courses presently
offered would satisfy most of the characteristics in each category. He
commented that there were implications in numerous areas, but he didn't
know what the implications were. He said if this document was adopted,
UMM might end up with fewer distinctions.
Ahern replied that the comments on self expression and self understanding
would be helpful in the revision of the document. He said that
implications for the major would be more explicit in the November 1
report, and that many of the concerns expressed will be dealt with during
the implementation process. He said UMM must come up with a system that
gives more focus and that there is too much diversity in our requirements
now.
Lammers said that the implications for the major were not clear to him.
He was not sure that there was too much diversity now. By identifying
certain traits and keeping them modest in number, one will be better able
to see how students achieve this. In answer to a concern expressed about
II,A, Lammers pointed out that "synthesis" was included as a reasoning
skill, as well as "analysis."
Farrell commented about the categories being so broad. He pointed to
overlapping, citing "numerical analysis" under I,A, and "numeric
presentation" under III,A, and wondered how they were different. He also
~oted that "language" was missing under III.
Gooch responded by pointing out that the categories evolved from
perceiving, reasoning, and articulating, as described in paragraph three
on the first page.
Paulson said that he liked the overlapping. He said that all courses
should include all three categories. He thought the language of the
document needed to be broad and inclusive, and that the November 1 report
is not meant to be specific. He said the comments had been excellent and
should be incorporated into the document.
Klinger expressed appreciation to the task force for their efforts. He
then referred to the structure of the document and noted that the first
sentence was very important. He said there were three dichotomies:
notion of liberal education as freeing from ignorance
process vs. substance - should separate bodies of facts and beliefs
from cognitive skills; substantive knowledge should be considered
separately
distinction between goals and courses
Lammers responded that he had hoped the substantive would be taken care of
under category I. Ahern agreed.
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Ahern said that the task force would be recommending to the chancellor in
their November 1 report, that the task force become the core group to work
on t he goal areas. They will recommend that the task force be
s uppl eme nted by three subcommittees (one in each category).
Uehling cautioned the committee not to lose Klinger's point about
substance vs. process.
The forum adjourned at 5:55 p.m.
Submitted by Pat Tanner

